M  For  Our  Security 

President  Eisenhower  has  asked  Congrress  to  approve  a  $4,175 
billion  Mutual  Security  Program  for  1961 — about  $900  million 
more  than  Congress  allowed  last  year. 

This  legislation  is  the  major  expression  of  American  foreign 
policy.  Yet,  despite  the  ominous  change  in  power  relationships, 
there  are  swift  predictions  that  Congress  will  cut  by  a  full  billion. 
The  bill  is  entitled  to  more  deliberate  consideration. 

• 

There  is  a  widespread  view  in  many  countries  that  the  Soviet 
Union  has  leaped  ahead  of  us  in  military  and  scientific  achievement. 
This  has  had  a  damaging  impact  on  America’s  prestige  and  influence, 
not  only  in  friendly  capitals,  but  in  the  uncommitted  nations. 

But  we  continue  to  surpass  the  Soviet  Union  in  economic 
strength.  We  have  been  able  to  invest  the  concept  of  collective 
security  with  military  and  economic  assistance  to  our  friends. 
Many  whom  we  have  aided  are  now  able  to  join  in  multilateral 
programs  of  assistance  to  others.  But,  as  in  the  field  of  space  and 
missiles,  the  Russians  have  been  moving  ahead.  Communist  bloc 
aid  to  hon-Communist  countries  has  grown  from  $11  million  in  1954 
to  an  annual  rate  of  one  billion  dollars.  Having  fewer  friends,  they 
do  not  need  to  spread  their  aid  as  far  as  we  do.  They  have  con¬ 
centrated  in  19  non-Communist  countries,  offering  spectacular 
projects  like  massive  steel  mills,  high  dams  and  hospitals — em¬ 
phasizing  propaganda  effect. 

It  would  be  absurd  for  the  United  States  to  try  to  outdo  the 
Soviet  Union  wherever  the  Russians  have  offered  aid,  for  this 
would  make  Khrushchev  the  director  of  our  Mutual  Security  Pro¬ 
gram.  But  there  are  many  new  countries  winning  freedom  in  Asia 
and  Africa,  and  our  assistance  to  bridge  the  gap  between  their 
political  independence  and  economic  instability  can  have  a  decisive 
impact  on  our  influence  and  strength  throughout  the  world.  Little 
wonder  that  the  radios  of  Moscow,  Peking  and  Pyongyang  lash 
bitterly  at  the  Administration’s  program. 

• 

The  United  States  will  concentrate  “showcase  aid’’  in  countries 
like  India,  Pakistan  and  Taiwan,  where  domestic  resources  are 
inadequate  but  where  there  is  evidence  of  a  vigorous  domestic 
effort  and  where  a  big  push  may  help  the  country  to  move  ahead 
rapidly.  Adoption  of  this  constructive  approach,  however,  implies 
that  if  our  economic  aid  program  is  to  be  really  successful,  substantial 
assistance  is  often  needed.  A  little  aid,  which  does  not  provide  the 
momentum  to  launch  a  country  into  positive  advance,  may  merely 
create  expectations  leading  to  disillusionment. 

One  may  ask,  therefore,  whether  the  Administration’s  requests 
for  special  assistance  and  the  Development  Loan  Fund  are  really 
adequate  to  be  effective. 

Presumably,  we  are  concentrating  on  the  Far  East  because  of 
the  growing  threat  of  Communist  China.  As  a  measure  of  con¬ 
solation  to  Africa,  the  program  includes  $20  million  of  technical 
assistance  to  the  new  nations  of  that  continent.  The  sub-Sahara 
countries  may  not  be  ready  to  take  off  into  sustainable  growth,  and 
substantial  aid  may  be  j>remature,  but  the  Africans  probably 
would  not  agree.  Some  Congressmen  have  already  warned  of 
China’s  intrusion  on  the  African  scene. 

What  we  do  with  mutual  security  in  1960  will  affect  our  own 
security.  It  may  prove  more  important  to  our  civilization  to  send 
American  money  and  specialists  to  rediscover  the  affinity  between 
men,  land  and  water  in  the  wasted  lands  of  Asia  and  Africa  than 
to  send  space  men  rocketing  to  the  moon. 
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Arms  S«€r«cy  Ends.  American  mili¬ 
tary  aid  programs  have  always  been  a 
well-guarded  secret,  frustrating  the  de¬ 
bate  which  has  revolved  around  our 
military  aid  to  the  Near  East.  Now, 
finally,  at  the  insistence  of  Congress, 
the  Administration  has  released  the 
country-by-country  figures. 

Iraq.  The  arms  ^ts  to  this  coun¬ 
try  came  to  an  end  after  Iraq  left  the 
Baghdad  Pact  Up  until  1959,  ship¬ 
ments  totaled  $49,761,000. 

Jordan.  The  total  arms  aid  deliv¬ 
ered  between  1950  and  1959  was 
$11,1 02,000.  Deliveries  contemplated 
in  1960  are  $2,182,000,  although 
$5,163,000  was  originally  programme. 

Lebanon.  Deliveries  bkween  1950 
and  1959  totaled  $7,050,000.  In  1960 
they  are  estimated  at  $612,000. 

Saudi  Arabia.  Still  a  carefully 
guarded  secret,  for  an  undisclosed 
reason. 

Israel.  Has  never  received  the  gift 
of  arms  from  the  United  States  al¬ 
though  it  has  received  large-scale  eco¬ 
nomic  aid.  It  has  alwajrs  had  to  buy 
most  of  its  arms  elsewhere.  However, 
it  did  receive  a  credit  of  $385,000  in 
1959,  and  the  1960  credit  is  esti¬ 
mated  at  $518,000. 

Libya.  Deliveries  totaled  $1,542,000 
between  1950  and  1959  and  are  esti¬ 
mated  at  $757,000  in  1960.  However, 
this  does  not  include  many  millions  we 
have  paid  for  the  Wheelus  base. 

Morocco.  Estimated  deliveries  are 
$736,000  for  1960.  Here,  too,  we  have 
spent  millions  for  bases,  which  we  are 
giving  up. 

Tunisia.  Deliveries  totaled  $1,318,- 
000  in  1959  and  are  estimate  at 
$3,729,000  in  1960. 

Sudan.  Deliveries  are  estimated  at 
$3,000  this  year. 

Ethiopia.  Received  substantial  mili¬ 
tary  assistance — more  than  any  other 
African  country — $28,968,000  be¬ 
tween  1950  and  1959  and  $8,286,000 
in  1960. 

(Continued  on  page  76) 
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Mr.  Dillon  followed  Secretary  Herter 
before  the  Foreign  Affairs  Committee. 

Mr.  Dillon  doubted  whether  it  would 
be  effective  because  “all  it  would  do 
would  be  to  cause  them  to  turn  once 
again  to  the  Sioviet  Union,  which  helped 
them  when  they  were  in  a  similar  situa* 
tion  a  little  while  ago."  And  Mr.  Dil¬ 
lon  continued,  “At  the  moment,  they 
have  certainly  come  a  long  way  from 
that  period  and  seem  to  recognize  the 
desirability  of  being  on  a  fair  and 
equal  basis  with  the  countries  of  the 
West.  Therefore,  w'e  feel  that  the  con¬ 
tinuation  of  a  modest  program  of  assist¬ 
ance  to  the  UAR  is  in  our  own  best 
interests,  even  if  they  don’t  do  every¬ 
thing  we  like,  although  we  certainly 
do  miss  no  c^portunity  to  tell  them 
our  views  about  the  use  of  the  canal.** 
Later,  Mr.  Farbstein  said  he  feared 
that  as  long  as  Egypt  was  “playing 
both  ends  against  the  middle  and  violat¬ 
ing  the  freedom  of  the  seas,”  the 
Israelis  might  come  to  feel  that  they 
were  losing  the  support  that  they  felt 
“morally  necessary."  He  thought  the 
United  States  should  refrain  from  any 
action  which  might  lead  the  Israeli- 
to  fear  that  they  were  being  abandoned. 

This  brought  an  emphatic  reply  from 
Mr.  Dillon: 

“I  mnat  say  that  I  am  shocked  at 
the  idea  that  anyone  would  think 
that  we  are  deserting  the  state  of 
Israel  or  appeasing  any  other  coun¬ 
try  in  the  area  at  the  expense  of 
Israel,  because  that  is  not  the  case. 
We  do  continue  to  support  the  ex¬ 
istence  and  development  and  peace 
of  the  state  of  Israel  as  we  have  in 
the  past. 

“^rtainly,  all  I  intended  to  say 
regarding  the  United  Arab  Repub¬ 
lic  was  that  I  don’t  think  it  serves 
our  own  national  interests  to  refuse 
to  have  economic  relations  with 
them,  refuse  to  give  them  a  modest 
amount  of  economic  support 
through  the  Development  l^n 
Fund  or  Public  Law  480  because 
they  are  doing  something  which 
we  do  not  condone,  and  do  not  con¬ 
done  at  all.  I  don’t  think  making 
this  sort  of  financial  program 
carries  the  implications  at  all  that 
we  agree  with  all  their  policies. 
We  don’t.” 

Nasser's  Pilgrimoga.  Like  many 
flamboyant  orators.  President  Nasser 
is  q>eMlily  self-intoxicated. 

Traveling  to  Syria  to  celebrate  the 
second  smniversary  of  the  Syrian  union 
with  Egypt,  Nasser  alternated  in 
violent  shafts  against  Premier  Kassem 
of  Iraq  and  Premier  Ben-Gurion  of 
Israel.  On  Feb.  16,  in  Damascus,  he 
flung  a  challenge  at  the  Iraqi  leader: 

“If  Kassem  is  sincere  about  the 
Palestine  cause,  I  invite  him  to  send 
die  Iraqi  army  to  stand  side  by  side 
with  the  U/Jt  First  Syrian  Army 


against  Israel  on  the  Syrian  frontier.” 

On  the  following  day,  he  jolted 
Washington  by  a  sudden  attack  on  the 
United  States,  the  first  in  many  months. 
He  told  the  Syrians: 

The  United  States  used  to  pay 
funds  to  the  Syrisn  Nationalist 
Party  in  the  past  to  plot  against 
you  and  assassinate  your  free  men.”  / 
When  tension  first  arose  in  GalileeJ 
London  revealed  that  the  British  gov4 
ernment  was  conferring  with  the\ 
United  States  and  Prance  about  a 
pr.:^>osed  reafl&rmation  of  the  1950 
Tripartite  Declaration. 

Nasser  reacted  in  Damascus  on  Feb. 
22.  Charging  that  the  Israelis  were 
mobilizing,  which  they  quickly  denied, 
Nasser  warned  the  Western  govern¬ 
ments  to  keep  out.  “I  declare  in  the 
name  of  the  Arab  people  that  the 
declaration  is  dead  and  buried  in  the 
soil  and  blood  of  Port  Said.”  But 
spokesmen  in  all  three  capitals  let  it  be 
Imown  that  the  Western  governments 
continue  to  adhere  to  the  Tripartite 
Declaration. 

On  Feb.  25,  Nasser  denounced  this 
guarantee  as  “premeditated  aggression 
against  us.”  In  a  speech  at  Deraa, 
Nasser  threatened  that  any  Western 
intervention  would  destroy  their  “in¬ 
terests”  in  the  Arab  world. 

Rational*.  No  one  knows  what  really 
moves  President  Nasser.  In  Washing¬ 
ton  you  hear  six  theories  explaining 
his  conduct. 

1.  Nasser  may  be  carried  away  by 
exuberance  over  recent  political  vic¬ 
tories — his  ability  to  win  immense  aid 
from  both  Washington  and  Moscow 
despite  his  sheer  and  successful 
effrontery  at  the  Suez  Canal. 

2.  Nasser  may  be  shouting  from 
panic.  Some  think  he  feared  that  a 
frustrated  and  angry  Israel  might 
strike  at  him  while  he  was  in  Syria. 
And  Nasser’s  intelligence  service  may 
have  misled  him  into  believing  that  the 
Israelis  were  actually  on  the  move. 

3.  Le  Figaro  of  Paris  speculates 
that  Russia  whipped  up  the  crisis  in 
order  to  force  the  Middle  East  on  the 
agenda  of  the  forthcoming  summit 
talks.  Did  the  Russians  persuade  Nasser 
that  he  was  in  danger  so  that  they 
could  again  tq^ar  in  the  role  of 
rescuer?  Have  the  Russians  em¬ 
boldened  Nasser  with  new  shipments 
of  weapons?  (There  is  no  confirma¬ 
tion  of  the  published  report  that  the 
Soviet  ambassadors  called  on  Israel 
and  the  UAR  to  calm  them.  Actually, 
they  were  canvassing  support  for 
Czrchoslovakia,  their  can^date  for 
Security  Council  membership.) 

4.  Nasser  is  trying  to  prove  to  the 
Arabs  of  Syria  that  he  surpasses  his 
rival  Premier  Kassem  of  Iraq  as  the 
leader  of  Islam,  and  that  Western  aid 


has  in  no  way  diluted  his  Arabism. 

5.  Nasser  is  fomenting  a  crisis  to 
tighten  his  control  on  Syria.  Many 
Syrians  now  regret  the  collapse  of  their 
leadership  in  1958  ^ch  permitted 
Nasser  to  extend  his  domain  over  them 
that  year.  The  recent  mass  resignation 
of  Syrian  Ba’ath  party  leaders,  who 
were  once  Nasser’s  main  supporters, 
underlines  current  resentment  against 
Nasser’s  rule.  Meanwhile  Kassem,  him¬ 
self,  revives  talk  of  the  “Fertile 
Crescent”  plan,  which  would  unite 
Syria  with  Iraq.  Much  of  this  is 
mere  talk.  Sentiment  foi;  such  a  union 
cannot  grow  as  long  as  there  is  doubt 
about  Kassem’s  intentions  and  Iraq’s 
stability.  As  long  as  Cairo  can  smear 
Kassem  as  an  agent  of  Moscow,  few 
S)rrians  will  be  attracted  to  a  union 
with  Iraq. 

But  recently,  Kassem  has  been 
turning  against  the  Communists  in 
Iraq.  He  has  just  rejected  the  a{q>lica- 
tion  of  the  Moscow-backed  Communist 
party  for  oflScial  status  and  dismissed 
a  pro-Communist  member  of  his 
cabinet — a  setback  for  Cairo  propa¬ 
ganda. 

6.  Finally,  there  is  a  report  that 
Kassem  was  facing  a  revolt  in  Iraq  and 
that  Nasser  forces  took  up  positions  in 
Sinai  to  pin  down  the  Israel  army  and 
thus  enable  pro-Nasser  elements  to 
gain  control  of  Baghdad — ^without  fear 
of  Israel  intervention. 

Take  your  pick  from  any  of  the 
foregoing  “explanations.”  But  all 
will  agree  that  no  one  can  predict 
what  will  happen  in  a  region  where 
violent  talk  is  cheiq>.  If  Nasser  con¬ 
tinues  to  grow  stronger,  reinforced  by 
Russian  arms  and  Western  economic 
aid,  and  if  the  balance  of  military 
strength  is  tipped  sharply  against 
Israel,  the  Egyptian  dictator  may  try 
to  prove  his  boasts.  In  any  event, 
Nasser’s  pyrotechnics  devastate  the 
theory  that  he  can  be  redeemed  by 
generosity. 

Last  fall,  it  was  argued  that  the 
World  Bank  should  not  withhold  the  I 
Suez  loan  lest  Nasser  turn  to  the 
Russians  for  assistance.  But  he  did 
precisely  that  a  few  weeks  after  the  i 
loan  was  granted,  when  he  accqited  i 
Moscow’s  c^er  to  finance  the  second 
stage  of  Aswan. 

The  New  York  Herald  Tribune,  oa 
Feb.  23,  warned: 

“The  policy  of  beiiig  gcaerona  to 
Naaaer  in  the  hope  that  he  woold 
then  prove  more  eoneiliatocy — a  / 
polky  exemplified  in  the  recent  ' 
World  Bank  loan  to  the  UAB— haa 
only  one  thing  wrong  with  it.  It 
docan’t  work.” 

That  is  why  many  believe  it  is  y 
dangerous  to  lavish  aid  on  a  military 
ruler  who  recognizes  no  law  or  cause 
but  his  own  strategic  design  for  power. 
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viewing  the  news 

continued 

In  the  Near  East,  Turkey,  Greece 
and  Iran  have  received  the  largest  arms 
shipments. 

Here  are  the  figures  for  deliveries  to: 

1950^9  .1960  (Est.) 

Greece  $  861,607,000  $112,592,000 
Iran  343,847,000  84,210,000 

Turkey  1,546,200,000  136,510,000 

Figures  for  Pakistan  and  Saudi 
Arabia  are  not  disclosed,  but  together 
they  received  $434,266,000  between 
1950  and  1959,  with  deliveries  esti¬ 
mated  at  $82,894,000  in  1960.  All 
but  a  tiny  fraction  went  to  Pakistan. 
Saudi  Arabia  has  been  furnished  mili¬ 
tary  training  and  has  purchased  some 
arms  on  part  credit  financing. 

B«n-6urion  Visit.  Prime  Minister  Da¬ 
vid  Ben-Gurion  of  Israel  will  visit  the 
United  States,  his  first  since  1951.  He 
will  speak.  Mar.  9,  on  “Science  and 
Ethics— 4he  Contribution  of  Greece, 
India  and  Israel,”  at  Brandeis  Uni¬ 
versity,  receiving  a  doctorate  of  law. 

Iraq  Judgas.  Seventeen  of  the  76 
persons,  defendants  in  the  October 
Kassem  assassination  plot,  were  sen¬ 
tenced  to  death  Feb.  26,  in  Baghdad. 
Eleven  had  fled  the  country.  Eight 
were  acquitted  and  the  rest  received 
prison  terms.  Many  of  those  convicted 
were  members  of  the  Ba’athist  party, 
with  headquarters  in  Syria. 

Countar-Meva.  For  a  long  time,  the 
Arab  refugees  have  served  as  political 
pawns  in  the  Arab  war  against  Israel. 
But,  in  recent  months,  they  have  be- 
<Come  political  pawns  in  inter-Arab 
rivalry.  Kassem  and  Nasser,  vying 
for  Arab  leadership,  have  both 
espoused  the  establishment  of  a  Pales¬ 
tine  state  to  win  the  allegiance  of  all 
the  Arab  refugees.  However,  these 
proposals  are  not  projected  to  benefit 
the  refugees,  but  to  undermine  their 
loyalty  to  King  Hussein  and  to  chal¬ 
lenge  Jordan’s  right  to  the  land  west 
of  the  Jordan  River  which  it  annexed. 

The  Arab  refugees  living  in  Jordan 
are  Jordanian  citizens.  Thus  they  are 
the  most  favored  of  all  the  Arab  refu¬ 
gees. 

Now,  Jordan  has  gone  one  step 
further  to  offset  Kassem-Nasser  ma¬ 
neuvers.  Hussein  has  offered  Jordan¬ 
ian  citizenship  to  the  Palestinian  Arabs 
regardless  of  where  they  live. 

While  the  three  countries  debate 
the  political  status  of  the  refugees,  the 
Arab  League  conference  in  Cairo  talks 
about  arming  them  for  the  “forth¬ 
coming  battle  over  Palestine.”  Hie 
UAR  allegedly  has  offered  the  weapons. 
However,  no  Arab  country  has  ad¬ 
vanced  any  prc^iosal  for  improving 
their  welfare. 

Pakistan  Bias.  Assistant  Secretary 
of  State  for  Administration  Loy  Hen¬ 
derson  informed  Congress^  that  he 
would  personally  investigate  a  re¬ 
ported  “gentlemen’s  agreement”  wi^ 
Pakistan  which  bars  Americans  of 
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Jewish  faith  from  U.S.  diplomatic  and 
economic  missions.  Critics  charge  that 
this  “arrangement”  violates  the  Morse- 
Javks  amendment  to  the  1960  Mutual 
Security  Ai^ropriation,  which  bans 
religious  discrimmation  against  Ameri¬ 
cans  by  beneficiary  nations. 

Pakistan  is  not  a  member  of  the 
Arab  League,  but  has  sided  with  Arab 
League  policy  against  Israel.  A  Paki¬ 
stani  spokesman  stated  that  Jews  were 
admitt^  as  tourists,  but  not  “Israelis 
or  Zionists.” 

Boycott  Abov*  Businass.  The  Middle 
East  Medical  Index,  published  in 
Cairo,  wants  U.S.  drug  distributors 
to  include  their  names  and  products 
in  a  medical  supplies  guide.  Hie  letter 
soliciting  the  advertisement  had  a  foot¬ 
note:  “In  case  your  company  is  black¬ 
listed  by  the  Arab  League,  please  drop 
this  offer.” 

The  Arab  League  Boycott  OfiSce 
has  blacklisted  Helena  Rubenstein,  Inc., 
an  American  cosmetics  firm,  and  the 
International  Business  Machines  Cor¬ 
poration  for  “violating  boycott  regu¬ 
lations.”  And,  Jordan  blacklisted  two 
Nigerian  firms  for  dealing  with  Israel, 
as  well  as  two  Italian  companies  and 
a  Dutch  ship. 

Great  Britain  holds  firm  to  a  policy 
of  no  concessions  to  Arab  boycott.  Hie 
British  Ambassador  to  Israel,  Patrick 
Francis  Hancock,  told  the  Anglo-Israel 
Chamber  of  Commerce  in  Tel  Aviv, 
Feb.  16,  that  the  booming  trade  be¬ 
tween  the  United  Kingdom  and  Israel 
is  “an  indication  of  how  the  British 
feel  about  Arab  economic  warfare.” 

Will  Try  Again.  The  Danish  Inge 
Toft  is  in  Haifa  for  repairs  after 
nine  wasted  months  at  Port  Said.  And 
its  captain,  E.  V.  Schultz,  62,  is  ready 
to  try  the  Suez  again.  “I  didn’t  like 
being  stopped  at  Port  Said,”  he  said. 
“We  seamen  like  to  sail  ships  .  .  . 
we  like  to  be  free  people.” 

The  Inge  Toft  will  be  used  on  the 
Eilat-Orient  run. 


President  Nassefs  challenge  to\ 
Premier  Kassem  to  send  his  army  to 
fight  on  the  battle  line  against  Israel 
brought  sarcastic  comment  from  the^ 
Detroit  News,  Feb.  18:  I 

I 

“What  front  line?  Nasser  refers  t 
to  the  furtive  moves  by  Syrian  J 
bushwackers  into  and  out  from  the  i 
demilitarized  zone  as  if  it  were  a  ‘ 
war,  rather  than  mere  mean  snip- 
ing  from  cover.  But  if  it  were  a 
war,  the  Syrians  would  go  out  like 
a  Ught.” 

The  editorial  accuses  Nasser  of  a 
crude  attempt  to  stir  revolt  in  another^ 
Arab  state.  | 

“Twice  Nasser  has  primed  cer-  i 
tain  Iraqis  to  rbe  against  Kassem  1 
and  so  doing  put  them  before  firing  ) 
squads.  I 

“But  the  windiness  still  reveals  | 
what  ails  the  man  and  why  there  is  j 
trouble  in  Galilee.  Nasser  must  1 
snipe  at  Israel  to  prove  he  is  a  { 
bigger  Arab  than  Kassem  and  he  f 
contrives  the  border  diversion  as  a  | 
backfire  against  the  anti-Nasser  1 
sentiment  in  north  Syria.”  ] 

The  St  Paul  Dispatch  on  Feb.  I7l 
criticized  the  Arab  League  plan  fot 
a  “Palestine  state”  as:  L 

. .  only  a  state  of  mind  ...  a 
political  pawn  to  use  in  the  Near  ; 
East  in  their  war  against  Israel. 
Undoubtedly,  Arab  leaders  hope 
the  creation  of  a  state  will  some¬ 
how  legalize  that  war. 

“But  the  plan  does  not  solve  the 
problem  of  the  refugee.  It  will 
not  provide  him  or  his  family  with 
food,  shelter  and  clothing.  On  the 
contrary,  it  promises  to  cause 
greater  misery,  hardships  and 
bloodshed,  not  only  for  the  hapless 
refugee  but  for  all  those  in  the  ' 
area.” 


RBIMINDER:  You  can  buy  the  first 
48  Issues  of  the  Near  East  Report, 
June,  1957  -  May,  1959,  bound  and 
indexed,  for  $3.00.  Write:  1737  H 
St.,  N.W.,  Washington  6,  D.  C. 


1737  H  SlTMt,  N.W. 
Wadilngten  4,  D.  C 

Mter: 

I.  L  Kanes 

SwbKriptlon:  $10  per  y< 


i 


